
























































































































Figure	1:	Segregation index in Charlotte–Mecklenburg Schools, 1950–2010 (Liebowitz and Page, 676) 
	Reproduced	from	Liebowitz	and	Page,	2014	(page	676).	Annotations	by	author.	Original	note	by	Liebowitz	and	Page	as	follows:		“1950–2003	reproduced	from	Clotfelter	(2004).	2003–2010	based	on	authors’	calculations	from	CMS	administrative	data.	Authors’	calculations	are	.02	units	higher	for	the	2002–2003	school	year	than	Clotfelter’s.	The	increase	between	2003	and	2004	is,	therefore,	likely	over-	stated	by	about	.02	units.” Figure	one	illustrates	the	great	effects	court	decisions	and	policy	changes	have	had	on	the	rate	of	school-level	desegregation	in	CMS.	As	annotated:	1. Schools	in	Mecklenburg	County	are	fully	segregated.	The	1955	Supreme	Court	order	to	desegregate	with	“all	deliberate	speed”	has	no	immediate	effect.		2. In	1957,	Dorothy	Counts,	Delores	Huntley,	Girvaud	Roberts	and	Gus	Roberts,	Black	students	in	CMS,	attempted	to	enroll	in	White	schools.	3. The	system	awaits	the	outcome	of	the	1969	Swann	case.		4. 1971.	McMillan’s	ruling	is	upheld.	CMS	is	obliged	to	desegregate	immediately,	following	the	“Finger	Plan”.	5. The	slow	climb	in	dissimilarity	following	1974	captures	Judge	McMillan’s	acceptance	of	the	alternate	busing	plan	put	forward	by	the	Citizens	Advisory	Group.		
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6. Dissimilarity	levels	remain	very	low,	though	a	steady	climb	reflects	the	swell	suburban,	White	population	in	southeastern	Charlotte.	Increasing	dissimilarity	into	the	1990’s	is	attributed	to	the	adoption	of	Murphy’s	magnet	school	program.	7. CMS	is	declared	unitary	and	all	mandatory	busing	for	racial	balance	stops.	Under	the	“Family	Choice	Plan,”	students	receive	first	preference	to	attend	the	school	nearest	them.	(Liebowitz	and	Page,	673).	8. Dissimilarity	index	continues	to	climb,	approaching	.4.	A	school-level	dissimilarity	index	approaching	.4	fits	well	with	Liebowitz	and	Page’s	other	finding,	that	residential	segregation	was	little	effected	by	the	unitary	status	decision	and	hovered	just	below	.4	(Figure	2).	Comparing	figures	two	and	one	shows	that,	despite	persistent	residential	segregation,	the	race-based	busing	for	desegregation	created	schools	that	were	far	less	segregated	than	the	communities	they	served.		Figure	2:		
Residential segregation index in CMS for White families and non-White families with elementary school 



















Figure	9.	Population	Change	in	Mecklenburg	County		From:	Plaisance,	Morrell,	McDaniel	(2015)	(p	121)		 1990	 2000	 2010	 %	Growth,	1990-2010	Total	 511,433	 625,454	 919,628	 79.8%	White	 364,651	 445,356	 456,372	 27.1%		 %	of	total	 71%	 64%	 51%	 	Black	 134,468	 192,666	 278,042	 107.7%	%	of	total	 26%	 27%	 31%	 	Asian	 8,481	 20,819	 41,991	 409.9%	%	of	total	 1.6%	 3%	 4.7%	 	Latino	 6,693	 44,871	 111,944	 1572.6%	%	of	total	 1.3%	 6.4%	 12.6%	 			 The	soaring	number	of	Black	and	Latinx	people	in	Mecklenburg	County	dropped	Whites	from	seventy-one	to	fifty-one	percent	of	the	population.	As	of	2014,	Whites	were	no	longer	the	majority	in	Mecklenburg	County.	In	CMS,	the	same	change	had	happened	a	generation	earlier	(Figure	10).	In	2010,	White	students	would	make	up	only	thirty	three	percent	of	the	student	body,	to	Blacks	forty-one.	But	by	2010,	Black	students	in	CMS	had	outnumbered	Whites	for	a	decade	and	a	half.	The	soaring	number	of	Latinx	students	drove	down	whites	share	of	the	pie.	In	2010,	the	number	of	Latinx	children	enrolled	in	CMS	was	
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three	times	the	total	1990	Latinx	population	of	Mecklenburg	County.	Montclaire	Elementary	was	78.9%	Latinx	in	2010.		Figure	10:	CMS	enrollment	by	race	and	ethnicity,	2010-2015	From:	Plaisance,	Morrell,	McDaniel	(2015)	(p	123)		 White	 Black	 Latinx	 Asian	 American	Indian/Multiracial	2010	%	 33	 41	 16	 5	 5	2015*	%	 29.4	 39.7	 22	 6.1	 2.9	Source:	Charlotte	Mecklenburg	Schools	Enrollment	Data:	
http://www.cms.k12.nc.us/cmsdepartments/StudentPlacement/PlanningServices/Pages/Enrollmentdata.aspx 	From	a	political	perspective,	however,	the	White	population	in	CMS	remained	a	thorny	issue.	Not	only	was	the	relative	volume	of	White	students	shrinking	–	the	number	of	White	students	enrolled	in	CMS	had	been	in	decline	since	1987.	The	number	of	elementary	school	districts	in	which	fewer	than	twenty	percent	of	the	residents	are	White	residents	is	increasing	rapidly.	The	number	of	elementary	school	zones	that	are	more	than	80%	White	–	once	most	of	the	county	–	are	dwindling	(Figure	7).										
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Figure 7: 2Residential segregation, elementary school pupil assignment zones, 2000-2007 
(Liebowitz and Page, 2015) 
Authors’ Caption: Patterns of high-concentration White and non-White elementary attendance zones, 
using 2001–2002 boundaries. 
  
Figure	eight	shows	how	the	changes	in	neighborhood	demographics	and	the	complete	end	of	CMS’	race-based	desegregation	policy	compounded	to	create	high-poverty,	high-minority	elementary	schools.		The	maps	show	the	impact	of	both	the	end	of	race-based	busing,	and	the	momentum	of	demographic	changes	in	Mecklenburg	County	and	in																																																									2	This	series	of	maps	also	speaks	to	three	demographic	trends	within	Mecklenburg	County.	One	is	the	return	of	White	residents	to	the	city	center	and	immediate	periphery,	evidenced	by	the	>80%	White	elementary	school	zone	that	appears	in	2005.	The	maps	also	evidence	the	growth	of	non-white	suburban	population.	The	final	trend	is	the	overall	browning	of	Mecklenburg	County,	evidenced	by	the	diminishing	number	of	elementary	school	assignment	zones	of	more	than	80%	White	residents.	(Liebowitz	and	Page,	2015)	
52	 	
CMS:	increases	in	the	number	and	relative	proportion	of	Black	and	Hispanic	students	in	CMS.		Figure	8:	School	Imbalance:	CMS	Schools	with	over	80%	students	minority	and	80%	students	applied	to	the	federal	free	or	reduced	lunch	program	(Nelson,	2015).	
		The	impact,	in	the	forty	years	since	Swann,	of	the	great	increase	in	the	population	is	matched	only	by	the	incredible	change	of	the	last	twenty	years	in	the	racial	and	ethnic	composition	of	Mecklenburg	County.	It	is	also	worrisome.	Most	desegregation	research,	showing	that	non-White	students	tend	to	do	poorly	in	school	(particularly	in	places	like	Mecklenburg	County	where	non-Whites	tend	to	have	fewer	economic,	educational,	and	employment	opportunities)	has	suggested	mixing	with	White	students	as	the	measured	antidote	for	poor	performance	by	non-White	students	(Mickelson,	2005;	Billings,	.	In	CMS,	there	are	fewer	and	fewer	White	students,	and	the	remaining	White	families	do	not	want	to	participate	in	such	an	experiment.	
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This	tremendous	demographic	change	sets	up	the	background	for	an	explanation	of	why	Charlotte	schools	are	resegregating	at	the	expense	of	non-white	students:	White	families’	school	choices	in	CMS	seem	to	have	always	been	about	their	own	self-interest,	above	all	else.		This	may	seem	natural	–school	choice	does	affect	the	education	of	parents’	children-–	but	the	very	idea	of	school	choice	was	a	phenomenon	that	was	invented	to	deal	with	the	social	challenges	of	desegregation.		Throughout	CMS’	history,	decisions	have	been	made	with	white	parents	and	students	in	mind.	When	parents	found	the	conditions	to	be	unsatisfactory	to	their	needs,	they	took	matters	into	their	own	hands,	by	voting,	by	staging	rallies	–	and	by	moving.	White	families	in	Mecklenburg	County,	as	they	have	since	the	very	beginnings	of	school	desegregation,	concede	to	the	housing	and	educational	needs	of	the	non-White	community	only	so	far	as	it	aligns	with	their	interest.	In	his	interest	convergence	theorem,	Bell	(1980)	argues	that	Whites	will	concede	Black	interests	only	so	long	as	those	interests	align	with	those	of	the	White	community.	It	is	from	this	frame	that	I	will	construct	the	final	piece	of	my	analysis	of	Mecklenburg’s	response	to	school	desegregation.		Housing	Choices	Liebowitz	and	Page	(2014)	found	that	the	declaration	of	unitary	status	and	accompanying	removal	of	race-based	assignment	plans	increased	the	odds	that	White	families	who	move	within	CMS	are	likely	to	move	to	a	neighborhood	that	is	more	White	than	their	current	one.	This	preference	was	so	strong,	the	authors	noted,	that	the	most	likely	intra-county	move	for	a	White	family	with	children	in	CMS	was	into	a	neighborhood	
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that	was	more	White,	and	was	assigned	to	a	worse	performing	school	than	their	current	neighborhood	(Figure	9).	Liebowitz	and	Page	offer	competing	explanations	for	this	behavior.	Perhaps	a	set	of	movers	prioritized	school	quality,	they	say,	and	the	unitary	status	court	decision	did	not	effect	their	moving.	A	second	group,	however,	prioritized	Whiteness	and	residential	racial	isolation	and	was	better	able	to	secure	that	after	the	unitary	status	declaration.	This	group	account	for	the	increase	in	probability	that	White	families	would	move	into	neighborhoods	that	are	more	White,	but	which	correspond	to	a	poorer-performing	school	(Liebowitz	and	Page,	697).	Their	second	explanation	proposes	that	there	are	White	families	who	move	in	search	of	White	neighborhoods	and	stronger	schools.	However,	only	wealthy	families	are	able	to	secure	both	aims,	so	poorer	White	families	select	only	for	Whiteness	and	not	for	school	quality	(Liebowitz	and	Page,	697).	Both	of	these	explanations,	however,	suggest	that	White	families,	if	they	move	within	Mecklenburg	County,	are	more	likely	to	select	for	whiter	neighborhoods	than	they	were	during	the	desegregation	era	of	1969	to	2002.		Whatever	the	ordinal	preference	for	Whiteness,	be	it	secondary	or	primary,	White	movers	are	likely	to	move	into	an	area	with	poor	schooling	but	many	White	neighbors.	They	do	so	with	5:1	odds,	a	huge	leap	from	the	3:1	odds	that	they	would	do	so	before	the	
Belk	case.						
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Figure	9:	Liebowitz	and	Page,	2014	(p.	694)	Fitted	odds	ratio	of	moving	to	an	elementary	school	zone	that	has	a	greater	proportion	of	White	residents	(for	White	families)	that	the	student’s	current	zone,	by	academic	performance	of	school	within	zone	(1999-2008).	
	Cotswold	Rebellion	In	2009,	the	parents	in	Cotswold,	a	gentrifying	neighborhood	in	southeast	Charlotte,	demonstrated	the	force	with	which	White	families	will	defend	their	carefully	cultivated	White	spaces.	In	September	of	2009	the	CMS	School	Board	held	a	meeting	to	discuss	a	series	of	potential	zoning	changes,	including	diverting	the	“feed”	of	Cotswold	Elementary	from	Alexander	Graham	Middle	School	and	Myers	Park	High	School	(middle	school	
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assignment	areas	are	made	up	of	multiple	elementary	school	zones,	and	high	schools	are	formed	by	joining	several	middle	schools).	Instead	of	attending	the	very	White,	very	affluent,	high	performing	Alexander	Graham	and	the	very	White,	very	affluent,	high	performing	Myers	Park,	Cotswold	Elementary	students	would	attend	McClintock	Middle	and	East	Mecklenburg	High	Schools.		That	year,	hundreds	of	parents	descended	on	a	September	School	Board	meeting	to	protest	a	proposed	change	to	their	children’s	school	assignments.	Cotswold	Elementary	School	lies	midway	between	very	White,	very	wealthy	Alexander	Graham	Middle	School	and	Myers	Park	High	School.	The	school	board	hoped	to	reassign	the	feed	of	the	largely	White	and	affluent	elementary	school	so	that	the	students	could	bring	some	demographic	balance	to	poor	and	non-White	McClintock	Middle	School	and	less-White	East	Mecklenburg	High	School.	A	local	news	article	reported	that,	“[DC	Luchessi]	says	his	objections	aren't	about	his	kids	going	to	East	Meck,	but	what	the	zoning	change	could	undo	at	Cotswold.	"Probably	some	people	would	not	be	okay	with	the	decision	to	disrupt	that	chain.	[They]	would	leave	Cotswold	and	would	disrupt	the	10-year,	12	years	worth	of	work	that	has	gone	on	for	folks	to	turn	that	into	what	should	be	a	model,	but	has	now	turned	into	a	target…”	(Miller).	All	the	school	district	had	wanted	to	do	was	rezone	the	neighborhood	for	a	different	middle	and	high	school.	Under	the	busing	plan,	this	would	have	been	commonplace,	and	with	every	school	averaging	around	sixty	percent	White,	the	White	Cotswold	parents	might	have	agreed	to	the	change.	Instead,	their	structural	advantage	threatened	by	an	action	intended	to	benefit	students	from	a	different	racial	community,	the	parents	showed	up	in	force,	arguing	that	they	had	bought	their	houses	for	a	reason,	and	hoped	to	defend	that	
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investment.	The	“Cotswold	rebellion”	exemplifies	the	lengths	to	which	White	parents	have	been	willing	to	go	in	order	to	make	certain	that	their	children’s	education	is	shaped	as	the	parents	would	prefer	to	have	it.	As	the	White	population	in	CMS	continues	to	shrink,	social	scientists	continue	to	identify	new	ways	that	White	families	exert	power	to	maintain	their	position	of	social	advantage.		Identifying	a	pattern	that	at	first	glance	seems	to	run	counter	to	Whites’	concern	over	school	assignment	and	their	neighborhoods,	Billings,	Brunner,	and	Ross	(2014)	show	a	surprising	trend:	wealthy,	White	enclaves	zoned	for	CMS	schools	that	fail	the	No	Child	Left	Behind’s	Adequate	Yearly	Progress	Goals	(AYP)	may	see	their	home	values	rise.	First	introduced	in	the	1994	Elementary	and	Secondary	Education	Act,	The	2001	federal	No	Child	Left	Behind	(NCLB)	act	reaffirmed	the	use	of	a	measurement	called	Adequate	Yearly	Progress	(AYP)	as	a	way	to	evaluate	school,	district	and	state	performance	(Editorial	Projects…).	AYP	used	a	variety	of	testing	metrics	to	ascertain	whether	schools	were	making	progress	towards	having	all	students	at	“proficient”	reading	and	math	levels	as	evaluated	by	state	exams.	NCLB	included	a	provision	wherein	students	who	were	enrolled	in	“failing”	schools	(schools	not	meeting	the	AYP	goals)	could	petition	to	attend	a	different	school.	For	CMS,	in	which	the	highest-performing	schools	are	in	high	demand	and	at	or	over	attendance	capacity	(“oversubscribed”),	students	living	in	failing	school	zones	are	given	priority	in	lotteries	to	enter	oversubscribed	schools.	Billings,	Brunner	and	Ross	(2014)	identified	a	peculiar	Mecklenburg	County	trend	around	AYP	goals	and	home	price.	The	authors	found	that	for	wealthy	enclaves	within	what	are	otherwise	poor	school	zones,	home	prices	increase	when	a	school	fails	its	AYP	goals.	Families	who	are	particularly	discerning	about	school	choice	when	making	housing	purchases	can	take	advantage	of	this	
58	 	
lottery	boost,	and	move	into	neighborhoods	assigned	to	failing	schools.	Those	who	make	this	move	are	65%	more	likely	to	attend	a	non-assigned	school:	attending	via	the	lottery	system.	The	authors	note	that	CMS	does	allow	students	to	attend	their	previous	school	if	their	family	moves,	but	new	residents	of	the	nicest	areas	within	failing	school	zones	are	28%	more	likely	to	attend	a	new	school	than	are	others	who	move	within	CMS	(Billings,	Brunner,	Ross;	5,	26).	This	action	could	account	for	a	small	part	of	the	portion	of	movers	identified	by	Liebowitz	and	Page	who	move	to	whiter	neighborhoods	regardless	of	school	quality,	but	certainly	not	all	of	it,	given	the	disparate	probabilities	and	volumes	of	moves	addressed	in	the	studies.	The	study	emphasizes	the	consolidation	of	wealth	within	certain	neighborhoods.	It	does	not	detail	the	racial	demography	of	these	moves,	and	wealth	should	not	be	conflated	with	Whiteness,	though	in	Mecklenburg	County,	where	in	1999	the	median	income	was	$72,043	for	Whites,	$39,479	for	Blacks,	and	$36,416	for	Hispanics	living	in	Mecklenburg,	the	two	often	cleave	along	similar	lines.	As	Whites	tend	to	be	more	wealthy,	they	tend	to	be	able	to	be	more	discerning	of	their	housing	choices.	(Liebowitz	and	Page,	680).		 Actions	like	this	are	be	supported	by	theory	about	white	retreat	and	consolidation	in	the	face	of	the	browning	of	cities	like	Charlotte	(Lichter,	Parisi,	Taquino,	2015).	It	seems	that	in	the	case	of	Mecklenburg	County,	the	greatest	value	for	White	families	considering	reproduction	in	society	is	not	that	their	children	attend	high-scoring	schools,	but	that	they	grow	up	in	an	environment	that	is	White,	and	insulates	them	from	non-White	(Lipsitz,	36-37).	School	test	scores	are	(narrowly)	secondary	to	the	maintenance	of	the	structural	advantages	perceived	to	be	afforded	by	the	consolidation	of	Whiteness.		
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White	parents,	concerned	less	with	relative	test	scores	than	their	neighborhood’s	apparent	whiteness,	buy	homes	accordingly.	Neighborhood	schooling	confers	the	confidence	that	even	if	their	White	children	do	not	attend	a	high	achieving	school,	they	do	so	together.			 	
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Conclusion	From	the	beginning	of	school	desegregation,	of	the	dismantling	of	Jim	Crow,	even,	perhaps,	from	the	end	of	Slavery,	ruling	whites	in	Charlotte	supported	changes	which	benefited	non-White	Charlotteans	only	insofar	as	those	changes	were	also	beneficial	to	the	interests	of	ruling	White	elites.	Judge	McMillian’s	ruling	in	Swann,	along	with	John	Finger’s	busing	plan	and	the	compromised	solution	put	forward	the	Citizens	Advisory	Group	were,	after	a	time,	palatable	changes.	Being	known	as	“the	city	that	made	busing	work,”	as	a	face	of	the	New	South,	was	good	for	business	in	Charlotte.	As	business	boomed	and	the	city	sprawled,	though,	one	thing	remained	non-negotiable.	Unwillingness,	on	a	personal	and	political	level,	to	seriously	address	residential	segregation	left	the	post-busing	city	in	a	frustrating	position.	Forced	school	desegregation	had	brought	Charlotte	prestige	on	a	national	scale,	and	Charlotteans	had	bought	into	the	project.	The	return	to	neighborhood	schooling	has	refocused	the	issue.	While	in	1969	residential	segregation	drove	school	segregation,	school	resegregation	now	drives	residential	segregation,	the	two	remaining	in	tandem;	neither	will	be	solved	alone.		Charlotte,	Mecklenburg	County,	and	Charlotte	Mecklenburg	Schools	of	the	1970’s	once	stood	as	an	example	for	the	country,	grappling	–triumphantly,	heroically-	with	a	segregated	city	and	court	orders	to	fix	school	segregation	immediately.	As	Stephen	Smith	(Boom	for	Whom?,	2004)	suggests,	much	of	the	city	and	county’s	growth	and	reputation	can	be	traced	to	civic	pride	about	the	apparent	success	of	busing	for	desegregation.	Today,	as	well,	Charlotte,	Mecklenburg	County,	and	CMS	stand	as	an	example	for	the	country	–	but	it	is	a	different	example.	By	2044,	non-Hispanic	Whites	will	no	longer	comprise	the	majority	of	the	country’s	population,	a	threshold	that	CMS	passed	in	the	late	1990’s,	that	
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Mecklenburg	County	White	dipped	under	in	2014	(Colby	&	Ortman,	2014;	US	Census	Bureau,	2014).		Interest	Divergence		Whites,	once	a	majority	in	the	towns	of	Mecklenburg,	now	find	themselves	outnumbered,	and	a	combination	of	lore,	fear,	and	dedication	to	identity	has	prevented	them	from	embracing	the	true,	minority-driven,	New	South	City.		Mecklenburg	County	also	stands	as	a	powerful,	salient	example	of	the	perils	of	the	interest	convergence	dilemma	as	proposed	by	Bell	and	elaborated	by	Smith.	Even	in	twenty-first	century,	post-desegregation	Mecklenburg,	Whites	find	it	more	desirable	to	live	amongst	themselves	than	to	send	their	children	to	schools	which	are	better	academically	and	statistically	provide	educations	that	are	well-suited	to	support	those	children’s	existence	in	the	society	of	the	future.	That	is	how	it	has	always	worked.	While	desegregation	brought,	for	a	few	years,	the	rate	of	segregation	in	schools	to	close	to	zero,	it	did	not	resolve	residential	segregation,	the	effects	of	which	now	hinder	CMS’s	ability	to	continue	building	positive	schools.	But	for	most	White	families	who	remain	in	CMS	in	increasingly	segregated	and	hyper-segregated	White	schools	or	have	the	means	to	leave	for	a	hyper-segregated	White	charter	school	or	private	school,	residential	seclusion	as	a	method	of	selective	social	inclusion	and	exclusion	remains	integral	to	the	replication	of	the	advantages	afforded	them	by	the	preservation	of	Whiteness.			 	
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